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This paper reports an evaluation of an innovative university–school partnership in
which teacher practitioners work as university lecturers in a regional Australian
pre-service teacher education programme. The philosophy of this programme
encompasses authentic partnerships between universities, schools and other
industry employers. The study was motivated by an interest inunderstanding the
experiences and outcomes for the teacher practitioners and in documenting their
experiences. Staff members who are currently on contract as university lecturers
as well as teachers who have completed secondments and returned to school
settings are surveyed. This paper focuses on suggestions to improve the
partnership and discusses future directions for the partnership.
Keywords: pre-service teacher education programme; university–school
partnership; theory–practice gap; secondment; teachers as lecturers
Introduction
The need for reform in pre-service teacher education is widely acknowledged in
Australia (ACDE, 2005; Donnelly, 2004; NSW Govt, 2001; VETC, 2005). The nature
of school-based education has changed and teachers of the twenty-first century require
a different complement of knowledge, skills and experience that enable the develop-
ment of the skills necessary for lifelong learning (Peters, 2001).
The onus is on teacher education faculties to respond to these changes through
continued review and modification of their courses and, in partnership with employing
bodies and local education communities, to ‘increase the quality of many of the key
elements of pre-service teacher education if contemporary challenges are to be
successfully met’ (VETC, 2005, p. xxvi). Pressure to improve teacher education
programmes challenges the ‘domination of universities in teacher preparation’
(Toomey et al., 2005, p. 24) and suggests the need for transformation of school sites
with ongoing opportunities to assist teachers in the redesigning of the delivery of
education (Peters, 2001).
A corollary of this growing complexity of the teacher role is the development of
teacher learning communities that provide support and opportunities for growth
(Peters, 2001). The forming of collaborative partnerships in which knowledge and
skills are shared is important for the renewal of institutions and for facilitating change
*Corresponding author. Email: jeanne.allen@utas.edu.au
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616  J.M. Allen et al.
(Goodlad, 1991). For example, school–university partnerships provide opportunities
for the relationship between theory and practice to be enhanced by including more
knowledge of current practice (Perry, Walton, & Conroy, 1998; Russell & Chapman,
2001) while offering a powerful way of effecting positive change in schools and
universities.
This paper examines a school–university partnership1 that seeks to provide such
opportunities. The objective of this paper is to explore an innovative school–
university partnership in which teacher practitioners work as university lecturers in a
pre-service teacher education programme. The paper first reviews the literature
about relevant key issues and then provides the background and context of this study.
Details of the research and its results are subsequently outlined. Finally, the benefits
and constraints of the partnership are analysed from the survey results and future
directions for the partnership are discussed.
Theory–practice gap
Since the elevation of teaching to professional status in the 1960s, one of the major
challenges of pre-service teacher education programmes has been to strike a balance
between theory and practice of the profession (Bates, 2002; Smith, 2000, 2008). An
assumption implicit in pre-service programmes is that the knowledge and practices
taught within them will enable professional practice in the workplace. Teacher
education studies however attest to a disparity between the theory of the pre-service
programme and the classroom practice (Cochran-Smith, 2005; Neville, Sherman, &
Cohen, 2005). One of the main criticisms directed at pre-service teacher education
programmes is their purported inadequacy in enabling students to bridge the theory–
practice gap (Kalantzis, Cope, & Harvey, 2003; Nelson, 2005).
A major concern in Australian schools is the low level of technical proficiency
demonstrated by classroom teachers, revealing a ‘performance paradox’ (Pfeffer &
Sutton, 2000, p. 243), a gap between what teachers know and what they can do
(DEST, 2003; EQ, 2003; VETC, 2005). One of the key findings of the Queensland2
School Reform Longitudinal Study, a three-year study of classroom pedagogy and
student outcomes, was that teachers place a generally low emphasis on quality
pedagogical and assessment practices as evidenced in the low level of intellectual
demand of tasks, the lack of connectedness of tasks to the real world and the
superficiality of many tasks. Further, the report of the study’s findings identified a
misalignment between pedagogies and assessment tasks (EQ, 2001). Similar
shortcomings were identified in the Ministerial Advisory Committee on Educational
Reform Middle Phase Report (EQ, 2003) and in an evaluation of Queensland’s New
Basics programme (Ainley, 2004).
Responses to the theory–practice gap in teacher education have included a call for
reform of Australia’s pre-service teacher education programmes, with several
stakeholders conceding that ‘traditional teacher preparation and in-service training
have failed to produce the level of quality demanded by the new educational environ-
ment’ (Neville et al., 2005, p. 3). That is, concepts of teacher training are ‘antediluvian
and do not adequately reflect the science of education’ which must comprise a more
sophisticated understanding of the knowledge required to teach in the twenty-first
century (ACDE, 2004, p. 3). It is argued in this paper that one way in which the theory
and practice of teacher education can be more closely aligned is through the forging
of school–university partnerships.
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Teachers and Teaching: theory and practice   617
School–university partnerships
Goodlad (1991, p. 59) defines a school–university partnership as a ‘planned effort to
establish a formal, mutually beneficial inter-institutional relationship’. According to
Fullan (1993, p. 121), the collaboration of universities and schools in pre-service
teacher education programmes results in the creation of well-designed field-based
teacher education that ‘benefit[s] mentors as much as neophytes, university professors
as much as teachers’. One of the aims of a school–university partnership is to enhance
efficient and effective teacher education by sharing resources, expertise, facilities and
decision-making to achieve a common goal (Smith & Lynch, 2002).
Smedley (2001) notes that cohesive school–university networks benefit all
stakeholders and enhance the relationship between theory and practice through
increased experience of current practice and methodologies that are currently success-
ful in schools. This allows the stakeholders to ‘measure the knowing–doing gap’
(Pfeffer & Sutton, 2000, p. 260), that is, to determine whether the theory taught in the
pre-service programme is being used in practice and, if it is, how well it is imple-
mented. Measuring the knowing–doing gap is a fundamental step in turning theory
into practice (Pfeffer & Sutton, 2000).
While school–university partnerships have the potential to bridge the theory–
practice gap, they also open opportunities for the sharing of knowledge and skills
between sites and simultaneously renew the settings that are part of the partnership
(Stephens & Boldt, 2004). Some examples of successful Australian partnerships in
professional development include the Teacher Renewal through Partnership
Programme (Perry, Komesaroff, & Kavenagh, 2002), the Staff Development 2000
Project (Jenlink & Kinnucan-Welsch, 2001), the Australian Project for Enhancing
Effective Learning Project (Erikson, Brandes, Mitchell, & Mitchell, 2005) and the
Innovative Links Partnership (Peters, Dobbins, & Johnson, 1996). All these partnerships
have a common approach to professional development. In each instance, professional
development emerged from a school context and was based on the needs of the school
or the school community. Further to this, collaborative learning communities of school
and university personnel were developed in each case. Teacher and school renewal and
the development of workplace capacity resulted from all of these projects, as did
stronger school–university links.
Notwithstanding the creation of successful programmes, many argue that collabo-
rative arrangements between schools and universities, in spite of notional support
from both sectors, remain weak and often ineffectual (Bullough & Kauchak, 1997;
Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1998; Darling-Hammond, 2006; Imig & Imig, 2006;
Watkins, 1990; Zeichner, 2006). For example, Imig and Imig (2006) claim that,
despite the protestations by teacher educators that two generations of effort at partner-
ship and collaboration, internship and induction have bridged the school–university
divide, teaching and teacher education continue to be seen as separate and unequal by
policy-makers and K-12 practitioners. Taylor (2008) agrees, adding that the in-field
and on-campus components of teacher education will remain disjointed while they are
taught and overseen by people who have little ongoing communication with each
other.
Particularly vexing in the creation and maintenance of strong partnerships is the
establishment of stakeholder responsibility (Ganser, 1996; Yayli, 2008). Ganser
(1996) contends that there is a lack of clarity in defining roles and responsibilities of
cooperating teachers and university supervisors and that this lack of definition
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618  J.M. Allen et al.
explains the wide variance in the ways in which cooperating teachers, supervisors and
student teachers interact. Mitchell and Schwager (1993) and Yayli (2008) add support
to this argument in claiming that misunderstanding and/or disagreement between
members of the triad (namely, the student teacher, mentor teacher and university
supervisor) regarding the purposes of the in-field experience is the norm rather than
the exception.
The study and its context
This study was framed by two central research questions: 
(1) What are the experiences of seconded teachers working in a pre-service
teacher education programme?
(2) How can these experiences be used to inform programme improvement?
In particular, the study focuses on the perceived outcomes, both positive and negative,
that flow from working arrangements between teachers and university lecturers
involved in the school–university partnerships that are integral to an innovative pre-
service teacher education programme, the Bachelor of Learning Management (BLM).
The paper discusses suggestions made by the participants to improve partnerships and
to maximise the impact of the partnership programme.
An interpretive approach was adopted for this research as this approach places a
priority on searching for, uncovering, interpreting and illuminating the meanings of
what is happening, being done, being understood or being interpreted by the
participants in the social activities under scrutiny (Harney, 1997). This approach was
deemed appropriate as our interest lay in analysing the partnership from the perspec-
tive of the teacher practitioners involved. As a result, we were able to evaluate the
effectiveness of some components of the programme in order to improve practice
(Armstrong & Conrad, 1994) and inform further action (Boud, Keogh, & Walker,
1985; Boud & Walker, 1991).
The BLM was established in response to the perceived need for programme reform
in pre-service teacher education. Introduced in 2001 to replace the conventional
bachelor of education at a regional Australian university, it responds to the ‘general
consensus that teacher education needs to be re-engineered if historical changes and
the preparation of teachers for a new kind of student and society are to be
aligned’ (CQU, 2000). The BLM was created to provide a distinctively new approach
to pre-service teacher education. It represents a paradigm shift away from traditional
pre-service teacher education programmes that are based on the assumption that
theoretical underpinnings, provided through on-campus course work, will be
automatically translated by pre- and beginning in-service teachers into meaningful
pedagogical discourse in the classroom or learning site (Korthagen, 2001; Smith,
2000; Tom, 1997).
The BLM ‘consciously and directly attempts to bridge the ‘theory–practice’ gap
so often attributed to teacher education programmes’ (Smith & Moore, 2006, p. 20).
It has as its primary concepts workplace ready graduates and futures-oriented
educators who are empowered with a sense of social and educational change (Smith,
Lynch, & Mienczakowski, 2003). It focuses on pedagogy rather than learning theory,
with pedagogical strategies rather than curriculum development forming the core
intent of the programme. That is, the primary principle of the BLM is an emphasis on
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Teachers and Teaching: theory and practice   619
the design of pedagogical strategies that achieve learning outcomes (Allen & Smith,
2007).
An evaluation of the BLM, conducted in 2005, determined that teachers graduat-
ing from the BLM rated significantly higher than graduates from other Queensland
pre-service teacher education programmes in making clear links between the theoret-
ical and practical aspects of teaching (Ingvarson et al., 2005). The study also identified
significant differences between BLM graduates and other graduates in perceptions of
course effectiveness in linking theory and practice. Overall, BLM graduates were
much more positive about the effectiveness of their programme in these areas. In this
observational study, BLM graduates were shown to perform better than non-BLM
graduates on these following standards: 
● collecting and analysing information about students for the design of learning
experiences;
● providing intellectually challenging learning experiences; and
● assessing and reporting on student learning. (Ingvarson et al., 2005)
A core feature of the programme is that it was created and designed in collaboration
with industry partners, namely teachers and officers of the local school authorities and
teachers’ unions (CQU, 2000). This partnership is fundamental to the programme. If
the BLM is to eradicate the theory–practice gap, then it is imperative that all partici-
pants follow the same script (Smith & Moore, 2006). The partnership concept
comprises the following fundamental principles: 
● employers and schools are jointly involved in the conception of ideas and policies;
● the establishment of teaching schools which has its genesis in the ‘teaching
hospital’ model;
● university and industry staff within the partnership are all part of a community
of learning that participates in the theory and practice of learning management;
and
● the recruitment of practising teachers from the primary, secondary and VET
sectors to work as lecturers in the BLM programme. (CQU, 2000)
In evaluating the school–university partnerships in the BLM, Ingvarson et al. (2005)
report that within this programme there are stronger links between schools and univer-
sities than found in most practicum arrangements. This leads them to conclude that the
preparation of teachers should be based on a partnership between the teaching profes-
sion, employers and the universities (Ingvarson et al., 2005).
The research method adopted in this study involved data collection through a
simple descriptive survey, a practical and timely means of gathering data from a small
sample (Sarantakos, 2005). The six participants in this study (including two of the
authors) were made up from two waves of staff who joined one campus of the
university’s Faculty of Arts, Humanities and Education as part of the university’s part-
nership agreement with EQ and the Diocesan Catholic Education Office. The
partnership arrangements of the BLM constitute one of the fundamental concepts that
shape the programme. Teacher practitioners are employed so that their expertise,
know-how and interest in teacher education can be combined with the expertise of
faculty staff in an attempt to offer a programme suited to emergent educational
challenges (CQU, 2000). While four of these participants had partially completed a
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620  J.M. Allen et al.
two-year contract, the other two participants had finished three-year secondments at
the university and returned to work in school settings. Seven personnel were emailed
or posted a copy of the survey and six of these returned completed surveys.
The questions asked in this survey were: 
(1) Why did you apply for the secondment/contract?
(2) What did you expect to gain?
(3) What did you expect to lose?
(4) What were the positive experiences during your secondment/contract?
(5) What were the negative experiences during your secondment/contract?
(6) What outcomes, if any, do you see in this approach for yourself? Academic
staff? Education Queensland/Catholic Education staff?
(7) What do you believe are the benefits of the BLM partnerships for teacher
education?
(8) Has this arrangement impacted on the partnerships between schools and
universities?
(9) What are the problems or tensions in the partnership?
(10)How could the partnership be improved?
These questions were designed to identify the participants’ understandings of the
outcomes and benefits of the partnership approach as well as any tensions they
perceived within it. Participants were asked to suggest ways to improve the partner-
ships between schools and universities not only during the term of the teacher
practitioner contract, but also once practitioners return to a school setting.
Data collection and analysis were guided by analytical induction techniques
(LeCompte & Preissle, 1993). Analytic induction involves scanning the data for
themes and relationships among these themes, and developing and modifying
hypotheses on the basis of the data.
Results
The results from the surveys were manually coded and grouped into categories
according to common themes. The themes most commonly identified in the survey
were the professional growth and transitional difficulties that occurred for teacher
practitioners participating in the programme and suggestions for improving this
school–university partnership.
The issues identified in the data that related to professional growth included the
opportunity to participate in a wide range of professional development opportunities,
the opportunity for research and reflective practice and the opportunity to develop
professional networks. Transitional difficulties impacted on this growth. These issues
are summarised in Table 1.
While the survey indicated overwhelmingly positive benefits for school and
university staff and students, some difficulties were identified in the partnership,
particularly a lack of communication between the two sectors. Staff members on both
sides claimed to be generally unaware of the responsibilities of the other. Participants
stated that school and university realities and work were seen as being quite separate.
Suggestions were made in the surveys for improving the partnership between schools
and universities to further benefit all those involved. These suggestions are
summarised in Table 2.
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Teachers and Teaching: theory and practice   621
Discussion
Although the theme of professional growth from this partnership was evident in the
survey results, this discussion focuses on the suggestions made by the participants to
improve the partnership. The suggestions are grouped into three areas, namely sugges-
tions to improve communication between school and university, the employment of
school and university personnel and sharing professional development between
sectors. The discussion centres on examining and evaluating each of the suggestions
for improving the school–university partnership.
Improving communication
Participants in the study identified poor communication between the schools and the
universities as a weakness in the partnership. In particular, they noted the lack of
understanding that each sector had of the other’s structures and day-to-day functions.
One participant observed that: 
The partnerships are mostly weak … due to ignorance on both sides. [The university] has
some awareness of the local school systems, whilst the school systems have only a vague
idea of the BLM through their contact with student teachers. Neither party has a solid
understanding of what the other is doing.
Other observations were that universities and schools are ‘operating on different
beliefs/practices’ and: 
Table 1. Issues relating to professional growth.
Professional growth
Professional 
development
Research & reflective 
practice
Networks Transition
• Knowledge of the 
dimensions of learning 
framework
• Experience in tertiary 
level teaching
• Development of 
academic skills
• Experience in 
presenting at seminars 
and conferences
• Enrolling in doctoral 
studies
• Conducting research
• Time to study and 
reflect on teacher 
practice
• Developing 
professional 
networks
• Participating in 
professional 
dialogue
• Feelings of self-doubt 
and isolation
• Perceived negativity 
towards practitioners
• Lack of collegiality
• Minimal induction 
processes and support 
structures
Table 2. Suggestions for improving the programme.
Improving the programme
Improving communication Creative staffing
Shared professional 
development
• Holding an education summit 
to determine shared direction
• Record and publicise the 
philosophy of the BLM 
partnership
• Secondments for academic 
staff to school settings
• Teachers working across 
schools and university
• Extended university contracts 
for teacher practitioners
• University-sponsored 
professional 
development for schools
• Development of school-
based courses
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622  J.M. Allen et al.
There is still a huge void between schools and the faculty of education. Teachers and
academics live in different worlds.
The literature shows that the difference between the school and university cultures
often results in strained relations and challenges in maintaining partnership
arrangements between the two institutions (Brouwer & Korthagen, 2005). This divi-
sion can be resolved through dialogue and the creation of a shared vision. Improved
communication is the product of rich collaboration between the partners (Bullough,
Birrell, Young, & Clark, 1999; Sachs, 1999). In order to achieve a shared vision, the
BLM was initially conceived and designed in partnership with schools and other
domains within the teaching industry, such as teachers’ unions (Smith & Moore,
2006). The dialogue and collaboration are designed to be sustained through
partnership initiatives, including the teacher practitioner arrangements.
Participants made the suggestion that the partnership notion should be explored
further at the school level. Having returned to the school setting, one respondent noted
that: 
It’s all very one-sided. I could see the benefit of the partnership when I was working [at
the university] but back in the school, it’s not really something that we focus on. We
have other priorities!
While a number of teachers are employed on a sessional basis as tutors at the
university, this work is seen by themselves and by others as separate to and distinct
from their work in schools. The suggestion was made that these teachers should be
promoted as conduits between the two systems, schools and universities, and to act as
advocates for the partnership arrangement: 
Why not use the teachers who come in from the schools to tutor in the [Key Learning
Areas] to help bridge the gap between the two contexts? They’re the ones who know
what’s happening in schools and they know at least something about the university.
While structures can go some way in ensuring that communication channels are
developed, the literature informs us that success depends on the individuals and the
relationships between them that fuel it (Luce, 2005; Sands & Goodwin, 2005). The
effective partnership model: 
utilizes individuals who can span the boundaries between disparate entities and
champion the goals of the partnership in multiple settings, and establishes healthy
patterns of communication, expressed commitment to common goals, and mutual respect
for the roles that each partner plays in accomplishing them. (Luce, 2005, p. 26)
The responses by participants in this study suggest that the partnership model should
be clarified and its value for all stakeholders be more strongly articulated within the
schools and the university.
Participants also identified the need for clarification about what the partnership
entails. It is now an established practice within the university faculty to recruit teach-
ers from schools to work as lecturers in the BLM. However, there is nothing in writ-
ing, that is readily available at least, that describes the philosophy underpinning this
aspect of the partnership or that outlines expectations by the university and the schools
about how the teacher practitioner scheme will be of benefit to the partnership model.3
These comments are indicative: 
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Teachers and Teaching: theory and practice   623
Its philosophy and structure need to be recorded and, probably, publicised.
I am not aware of [the university’s] intended outcomes of the partnership.
We are really unsure of what is expected of us or the partnership.
What is it? There is no literature to speak of about the partnership.
Findings in this study would suggest, then, that a definition and description of this
aspect of the partnership arrangement need to be articulated and recorded before bene-
fits can be communicated to stakeholders. These findings are supported by Driscoll,
Benson, & Livneh (1994) who claim that many of the inadequacies of the pre-service
teacher education programme are maintained by inadequate collaboration and ill-
defined specification of stakeholders’ roles between school and university partners.
Another suggestion for improving communication between the partners was a
local educational summit. Participants noted that this would allow teachers and
academics not only to explore the partnership as it currently exists but also to share
reflections about current practice. More broadly, it would, as stated by one participant,
allow the partners to: 
discern the educational direction for the [university] region and ascertain how the BLM
fits in with this vision.
Further, it would perhaps create an interest by teachers in the roles that staff play
when working at the university, either as casual tutors or as seconded lecturers. One
participant observed that: 
I find it fascinating that in this cluster we have three classified officers that have been
working at a higher level in the Education Faculty at [the university] … and yet we are
not asked about this work. Rather it is assumed we have returned not knowing.
The teachers who had returned to work in schools, however, were supportive of the
partnership arrangement, as reflected in this participant’s comment: 
I now encourage teachers in my faculty to supervise prac students and am keen to
develop school site partnerships with [the university].
In summary, responses in this study suggest that there are perceived benefits and posi-
tive outcomes in the teacher practitioner arrangement but that these have not been
communicated to the broad population of school and university staff.
Creative staffing
Brendan Nelson, in his former role as Australian Federal Minister for Education,
supported the recruitment of teachers to university positions. In 2005, when allocating
$109 million to universities to support in-school training for undergraduate teachers,
Nelson (2005, p. 12) commented that: 
Many who train teachers do not see themselves as members of the teaching profession
itself. Perhaps we need more teachers in universities with teaching appointments.
This study suggests a number of ways in which creative approaches to staffing could
potentially enhance the partnership between universities and schools. Participants
were teachers who had been seconded to work as lecturers for a fixed term and all
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624  J.M. Allen et al.
acknowledged the benefits to the partnership that their secondment had brought.
Improved communication between the sectors and the opportunity to share
understandings and resources were among the benefits listed. The participants
believed that the model should be continued such that every two years another group
of three or four teachers be seconded as lecturers: 
I strongly believe the arrangement should be continued. It’s a powerful way of breaking
down barriers and allows you to reflect on your own practice. Let’s hope the faculty
continues to second another group like ours every two years. And let’s hope [the state
authority] will continue to support it!
As identified in an earlier study (Butler-Mader, Allen, & Campbell, 2006), the
opportunity to work in the university environment also enabled teachers to reflect on
their school practice. They saw this as a salient benefit of the arrangement. As Sands
and Goodwin (2005) note, teaching has historically been a fairly isolated profession,
teachers often only knowing what they know from working in their own room and
reflecting on their own practice. The university experience provides teachers with
greater opportunities for self-reflection.
This study also revealed, however, that staffs in the schools were not always
receptive to the renewed professional understandings of the returning teacher.
Participants expressed frustration in the seeming lack of interest in what they had
accomplished and learned during their time in the university setting. As one
participant noted: 
How do you make yourself understood without sounding, well, like an academic?
Foreign, marginalised. I think I will remain silent for the time being.
One suggestion for alleviating this tension was that the arrangement be reciprocated
by academic staff. Comments included: ‘Academic staff would benefit immensely
from a secondment in schools’ and ‘Academic staff [should be] in schools for short
blocks of time’.
The cross-fertilisation of ideas and sharing of practices were the predominant
benefits that participants believed came from creative staffing within the partnership
model. However, most believed that the structure needed amendment, particularly in
the amount of time that teachers spent at university. Several respondents commented
that two years was not long enough. One observation was that: 
It will take two years to develop programmes fully and be comfortable in the role of
university lecturer. A three to five year programme would be better.
More flexibility in how the model is constructed was also mentioned, for example: 
A ‘mixed model’ where teachers worked part time in a school and part time at university
would be worthy of investigation.
The optimum way to improve the partnership would be, in the view of one participant,
that: 
Most medium-large schools in the region [should] have teaching staff who also work
part-time in the BLM, e.g., three days in a school, one day [university] teaching, one day
research.
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According to the comments of several participants, this would also facilitate shared
professional development between the sectors.
Shared professional development
There were two suggestions in this area: that the university could sponsor professional
development for schools and that tertiary education bodies could consider how to
encourage and develop the concept of school-based courses. Each will be discussed in
turn.
Increasingly, universities are developing school relationships, which take into
account the professional development needs of teachers in partner schools (Toomey
et al., 2005). There are some difficulties inherent in the idea of university-sponsored
professional development, which can be alleviated by careful construction of the
model used to develop a programme. Several participants in this study were of the
view that the university was quite proactive in this area but could do more: 
I know first-hand that [this university] offers some excellent PD. The Principal and I
attended the Dimensions of Learning4 training last year and it was terrific. There should
be more of it!
Now that I’ve worked in the tertiary environment, I believe there is a place for the
university to do more in the way of professional development for staff in our schools.
Some training already occurs but I’m only aware of this because of my previous role at
[the university]. Delivering PD in the school, rather than on campus, would be beneficial.
Peters (2001, p. 19) suggests that any professional development model should be
‘theorised in the light of recent changes in global trends, thinking about teaching,
learning and change and the professional lives of teachers and tertiary teacher
educators’. Furthermore, there is a need for the professional development to be
driven by both the context of the school environment and the professional needs of the
teachers.
Professional development activities that consist of teachers gathering for brief
workshops and sessions have been found to make little difference to school or class-
room practice upon the participants’ return to schools (Hoban, 2002). Rather than
brief workshop delivery of professional development where the focus is on transfer of
knowledge and skills, Peters (2001) argues that professional development needs to be
directed at lifelong learning, with a focus both on personal development and on the
context of learning in order for change in teachers’ thinking and their practice in the
organisations in which they work. Professional development that leads to changes in
classroom practice needs to be supported with a framework for long-term teacher
learning (Hoban, 2002).
Among others, Lytle and Cochran-Smith (1992) and Sachs (1997) identify a
common assumption that knowledge about education should be primarily generated
at university and then used in schools. This approach leads to teachers learning
passively, accepting the content and mode of delivery from others (Jenlink &
Kinnucan-Welsch, 2001). This traditional view is changing, however, in part due to
a ‘greater acknowledgement of teachers’ professional expertise and the need to take
control of their own professional development’ (Peters et al., 1996, p. 1). Perry et al.
(2002) argue that it is important for professional development to grow from the
school context rather than through being generated by outsiders. Our respondents
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endorsed this model of professional development delivery, as illustrated by these
observations: 
More shared professional development would certainly strengthen the partnership
arrangement. But only if the PD is driven by what we need in schools, not by academics’
agendas.
Having recently come into the university from the secondary sector, I know that teachers
are quite sceptical about the ‘top-down’ delivery of PD. We need a more collaborative
arrangement.
Participants supported the notion of a shift in professional development delivery from
programmes based on a one-way transmission of expertise from academics to teachers
to a programme developed from within the school to meet the existing needs of both
the school and staff (Peters et al., 1996).
Jenlink and Kinnucan-Welsch (2001, p. 723) agree with this approach, stating that
‘the challenge for teacher-practitioners and teacher-educators alike is to find new
alternative approaches to professional development that situate practitioners’ learning
in the context of their own inquiry and practice, the classroom and school’. This
should ensure that the ownership of a programme of professional development
remains with the school (Lytle & Cochran-Smith, 1992).
In professional development provided by universities, tertiary staff members have
traditionally acted in the realm of purveyor of knowledge and skills and instigator of
the professional development. However, Sachs (1997, p. 458) suggests that this role
should become one of ‘adviser, resource support, facilitator, critical friend, information
giver and in-service provider’. The model of professional development adopted should
not emanate from traditional approaches and should be aimed at ensuring the devel-
opment of ‘reflection, practitioner research, collaboration and the creation of learning
communities through the reciprocal development of individuals’ (Peters, 2001, p. 13).
In this way, teachers should begin to reach to the wisdom and experiences that have
made up their professional life to develop a deeper understanding of that experience
and in doing so take control of their own professional development (Sachs, 1997).
The second suggestion for sharing professional development between schools and
universities was for education bodies to look at how to encourage and develop
the concept of school-based courses. One participant commented on the seemingly
intractable gap between theory and practice in pre-service teacher education and
commented that: 
The BLM is trying to bridge the theory–practice gap [in teacher education] so why not
move away from the traditional structure of university for learning ‘theory’ and schools
for doing ‘practice’? Surely some course work could occur in schools. I can see this
empowering the [student teachers] and the teaching staff.
Another participant noted that: 
The BLM has increased the amount of time students spend in schools on prac. Why not
focus on the quality of that time in schools?
These suggestions echo the view of teachers in a survey of schools in the state of New
South Wales, where 49% of participants said that there was a need for changes to the
practical component of teacher education either in the structure of the field-based
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experience or in the provision for pre-service teachers to spend more time in schools
(Moran, Long, & Nettle, 2000).
Moran et al. (2000, p. 13) further note that ‘the practice of crammed lecture
auditoriums to hear about the nature of teaching is finished’. One problem facing
teacher education is the ‘integration of appropriate disciplinary knowledge with
professional [pedagogical] practice’ (Bates, 2002, p. 219). Learning about teaching
should take place in a context that gives pre-service teachers the opportunity to reflect
on and integrate the theoretical knowledge provided by university (Sutherland,
Scanlon, & Sperring, 2005). Developing school-based courses would eliminate the
possibility of practical components consisting of ‘unreflective field-based experiences’
that may replicate practices observed in schools (Sullivan, 2002, p. 222). Instead, as
noted by Shantz (1995), pre-service teachers can learn about what is currently success-
ful in schools as well as experimenting with innovative methodologies.
As suggested by one participant in this study, an ‘emphasis on learning/classroom
practice [is] the way forward’. Developing school-based courses has the potential to
integrate theoretical and practical knowledge for pre-service teachers and would also
go some way towards alleviating the concern, as expressed by one participant, that:
‘while teachers are employed as tutors, the work is often seen as separate’.
The suggestions that the partnership could be strengthened by developing stronger
links through professional development and developing school-based courses is
promising, given careful consideration to the models of implementation developed.
This will be one way to address the concerns of the theory–practice gap and build
workforce capacity through stronger school–university links.
Possible future directions
Interestingly, actions that reflect many of the suggestions from this survey have
taken place recently. A renewed school–university partnership project, referred to as
‘the Teaching Schools model’, is currently being developed across the university’s
Queensland regional campuses.
This project will involve greater communication and collaboration between
universities and schools and is being developed by staff from both the university and
the district schools. The elements of the Teaching Schools model will consist of the
following: 
● All BLM students will have weekly contact with a school. The contact will
comprise a combination of work experience and formal observation visits.
● There will be a requirement for all students to demonstrate knowledge in action
(a concept known as performativity) through the completion of portal tasks, that
is, tasks that bridge the theory–practice gap.
● The teacher (referred to as a learning manager in the BLM model) responsible
for BLM students in the school context will hold weekly sessions in which s/he
contextualises university learning.
● A cohort of students will attend each teaching school so that teamwork and
collaboration are facilitated.
This model will build on the Teaching Schools experiences of the CQU-Noosa
campus (Turner, 2006) and will benefit from the findings of a formal evaluation of this
project, currently being undertaken.
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The Teaching Schools model is not a new concept. Darling-Hammond (2000)
discusses the programmes that more than 300 US schools of education have
created in response to negative critiques of traditional teacher education. She notes
that: 
Many of these programmes have joined with local school districts to create professional
development schools where novices’ clinical preparation can be more purposefully
structured. Like teaching hospitals in medicine, these schools aim to provide sites for
state-of-the-art practice that are also organized to support the training of new profession-
als, extend the professional development of veteran teachers, and sponsor collaborative
research and inquiry. (Darling-Hammond, 2000, p. 169)
Similar approaches to teacher education exist in other OECD countries such as
Germany, Belgium, France and Luxembourg where prospective teachers must
complete an intensively supervised internship in a school affiliated with the university
(Darling-Hammond, 2000).
Conclusion
The BLM was created in response to a perceived need for programme reform in pre-
service teacher education. Key objectives of the BLM are to bridge the theory–
practice gap often found in teacher education programmes and to build workplace
capacity, in part through the formation of strong school–university partnerships.
Through examining one aspect of this particular school–university partnership, this
study contributes to the body of research concerned with the ways in which school–
university partnerships can inform and improve pre-service teacher education (see, for
example, Fullan, 1993; Goodlad, 1991; Smith, 2000, 2008). One of the aims of
school–university partnerships is to enhance efficient and effective teacher education
by sharing resources, expertise, facilities and decision-making to achieve a common
goal (Smith & Lynch, 2002). For example, school–university partnerships provide
opportunities for the relationship between theory and practice to be enhanced by
including more knowledge of current practice (Perry et al., 1998; Russell & Chapman,
2001), while offering a powerful way of effecting positive change in schools and
universities. The paper contributes understandings of how teacher practitioners,
contracted as university lecturers for periods of two to three years, play a considerable
role in fostering such school–university partnerships.
The study also extends and contributes to a small body of work about the role of
teacher practitioners employed as lecturers in pre-service teacher education and the
benefits and constraints of this facet of school–university partnership arrangements
(Butler-Mader et al., 2006; Perry et al., 1998; Russell & Chapman, 2001). Further, the
study makes a pertinent contribution to the literature in providing a focus on the
expectations and experiences of the teacher practitioners, both during their contracts
as lecturers and after their return to school settings.
While the views collected in this study are those of seconded teachers and not of
other stakeholders involved, the data indicate that, from the seconded teacher point of
view, there are a number of benefits and constraints of the practitioner partnership
arrangement operating in the BLM. The survey overwhelmingly indicates positive
benefits for schools and university staff and students and also identifies some
difficulties in the partnership, particularly the lack of communication between the
schools and the university. Also shown as problematic is the role of the returnees in
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schools, where their skills and knowledge acquired at university are devalued by
colleagues and managers.
Suggestions to overcome these difficulties include improving communication
between universities and schools, exploring staffing combinations and greater interac-
tion across learning sites to improve professional development opportunities and the
delivery of university courses. The current improvements being undertaken in the
BLM, particularly in ensuring closer school–university links through the development
of the Teaching Schools model, will see many of these suggestions acted upon and the
school–university partnership already in place, strengthened.
Notes
1. The construct ‘partnership’ is presently under re-construction as ‘syndication’. Syndication
goes beyond ‘partnership’ and ‘alliance’ to agreement about making available relevant
services, resources and content to other players in the game to use (see Smith, 2008).
2. Queensland is one of Australia’s six states.
3. This aspect of the partnership was however extensively discussed and recorded when
the BLM was created in 2000 (R. Smith, personal communication, 16 December
2008).
4. Dimensions of Learning (Marzano et al., 1997) is a pedagogical framework that forms part
of the BLM learning design. It is also used in a number of elementary and secondary
schools throughout Queensland.
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